[E] “If you maintain that the House of Hillel accepted the position of 
the House of Shammai, then the wine should not be neutralized 
[just as the House of Shammai do not accept the principle of 
neutralization at the cited passage of M. Ter. 5:4].” 


[F] [Rejecting this view,] Who taught here, “It may be neutralized”? It 
is neither the House of Hillel nor the House of Shammai. 


[G] Said R. Idi, “We may say that the House of Hillel is 
responsible for the framing of this tradition, prior to the House 
of Shammai’s concession to them.” 


[H] Said R. Yosé, “The Mishnah has made that very point: After 
they had agreed: R. Eliezer says, ‘Let it be raised up and 
burned.’ Now was not R. Eliezer himself a member of the 
House of Shammai?” 


[I] [Concurring in Yosé’s view,] said R. Hinenah, “The Tannaitic 
tradition has made the same point: ‘After these had agreed 
[53b] with those, it may be neutralized [just as the Hillelites 
insist].’” 


[J] Now is it possible that the House of Shammai should win the 
argument, and then concur with the opinion of [the House of 
Hillel (as H-I claim)]? 


[K] Said R. Abun, “There is the possibility of yet another reply 
here, in line with what R. Hoshaiah taught [in T: s 
version]: 


[L] ‘And is it not an argument a minori ad majus? If ina 
case in which Torah was stringent, that of non-priests 
who eat heave offering, lo, [the heave-offering] is 
neutralized in unconsecrated produce [and then] eaten 
by non-priests, in a case in which Torah is lenient, that 
of priests who eat heave-offering, is it not logical that 
[the heave-offering] is neutralized in (correct to read:) 
heave-offering [and then] is eaten by priests?’ [T. Ter. 
6:4J (Peck, p. 179)].” 


[1:3 A] Why did the House of Hillel receive the grace that the 
law should be decided in accord with their views? 


[B] Said R. Judah bar Pazzi, “Because they put the words 
of the House of Shammai before their words. 


